In the last number of the 'AngHa M appeared from the pen of Mr. Furnivall an article entitled Ά Couple of Protests', being a criticism of Dr. Elze on Dry den and of myself on Massinger. As regards the part which relates to me I shall review first the strictures on my dissertation on Massinger, and then the tone which Mr. Furnivall has seen proper to adopt in making them.
Mr. Furnivall charges against me are three: that I have considered three different Arthur Massingers to be one: that I have considered and have attempted to prove a play to be by Philip Massinger of which he was not the author: that I have thought the mss. of the play and of a short poem by the Poet to be in his handwriting. These are the conclusions against which Mr. Furnivall protests.
The three Arthur Massingers concerning whose identity a question has arisen were from London, Salisbury and Gloucester. I shall first show that the two from London and Salisbury were the same, and then that he and the one from Gloucester were the same.
We know that there was an Arthur Massinger at Salisbury; we know that there was an Arthur Massinger at London. We know that the A. M. at Salisbury had a child, and it is not a strange supposition that he had more than one. The A. M. at London had several. 1 remarked in my dissertation that 'it might appear peculiar that Arthur Massinger's children were baptized at London, did we not recollect that they were \indoubte<\\y born dtmug feome of the winter visits of the Herberts to London'. We know that A. M. of Salisbury went frequently to London without the Herbert family. We know that his patron Henry Herbert died in 1601. W T e know that William Herbert lived almost entirely at London, both bet re the death of Henry Herbert and afterward, for the rest of his life. We know ι hat Arthur Massinger died in the service of the Herbert family. We have no record of the death of Arthur Massinger at Salisbury and we have every reason to suppose he died at London. In London we have the record of the death of one Arthur Massinger and of but one. I say the chances of Arthur Massinger of Salisbury being the Arthur Massinger who was buried in London in 1603 are as teu to one. If we can be sure of any fact which cannot be proved bv mathematical si^ns, then can we be sure of this fact. I leave to the judgement of any one but Mr. Furnivall to decide whether the Arthur Massinger who lived in Salisbury and who was father of Philip Massinger was not the same Arthur Massinger who was buried in London, with perfect assurance that the decision will be that they were.
I am still liable to the charge of having rolled two Arthur Massinger into one, and have still left him, to adopt Mr. Fnrnivall's incisive phraseology, One lot of sisters not his own'. In discussing the identity of the other two, I shall for the sake of convenience arrange a table of the facts known of the families of Arthur Massinger respectively of Salisbury and Gloucester. I shall show that the supposition that they are the same is probable in the highest degree. I shall also show that the only reason advanced by Mr. Fnrnivall against the truth of the supposition is without plausibility and without force.
Arthur buried at Gloucester. By examining the above table it will be seen that there is no discrepancy in all of the ten or twelve dates and facts adduced. In such a number the chances are as a hundred to one in favor of there being some conflicting dates that would if the supposition be not true, demonstrate its improbability. But such is not the case. All the persons and dates and facts so well agree that the burden of proof rests with those who would deny that the two Arthur Massingers were the same man.
We do not know the birth-place of Arthur Massinger of Salisbury. Arthur Maesinger of Gloucester <wa» we may take for granted born in that place. Mr. Furnivall rather claims that he was. A. M. of Salisbury was certainly a man when he entered the service of the Herbert family. His son spoke of him as having served many years at the time of his death. He died in 1603. It is not known when A. M. of Gloucester died. The first was buried in London. The burial place of the second is unknown. Philip was the first, at all events one of the first of the children of Arthur Massinger of Salisbury. Supposing now the first and the second to have been the same, Arthur who died at 52 was about 30 when he married. Arthur of Gloucester married Ann of the same city. She died 1636, aged 70. Accordingly she would have been about li) when she married Arthur -a very suitable and supposable age for both. A. M. of Salisbury had a son born in 15S4. A. M. of Gloucester had a daughter born in 1592. We have no record of the birth of the son. We have no record of the birth of the daughter. The A. M. of Salisbury had daughters born 15
( .U-151)6-ΙΓ»9ί). We know of no other children born to the A. M. of Gloucester. Children were born to the former so late as J5W) and he died in Hioit. He could scarcely have been remarkably old at the time of his death. The second was 52 at the time of his decease. We know they were both married. We do not know the name of the wife of the first. Ann was the wife of the second. We do not, know where (he wife of the first died, nor where she was buried. The wife of the second died H»3u and was buried in Gloucester. This would probably be thought conclusive. But Mr. Furnivall lias himself furnished a strong proof of their identity. He gives Gloucestershire, Yorkshire and Norfolk as the three counties where contemporary families of Massingers were known. None was known in Wiltshire, in which county Salisbury is situated. Arthur Massinger of Salisbury would then have come from one of these three counties. A glance at the map is sufficient to determine from which, especially when we consider the difficulties attending travel in those days. Yorkshire is in the extreme North of England, Norfolk is in the extreme East of England and Gloucestershire is in the extreme West. Now Gloucestershireborders on Wilts. The Herbert family, whose county seat was Wilton, was one of the most powerful on the border of Wales; one to which an aspiring young man would naturally attach himself. And furthermore Henry Herbert, the patron of Arthur Massinger, was lord marcher. In going the rounds of the counties which formed the Marches of Wales, he frequently passed through Gloucester. Arthur Massinger was at that time a young man of some accomplishments. Henry Herbert naturally wished a scribe of intelligence and good family. That Arthur Massinger possessed these requisites I have given indubitable proofs in my dissertation. He was just the man needed. If we knew of no Arthur Massinger at Gloucester, we might with the greatest plausibility »uppoftc that the Arthur Maaaingev whan we first meet in Salisbury had originally come from Gloucester. But we meet with the name of an Arthur Massinger who was born at Gloucester. Of whose life and connection in Gloucester we know nothing except that many year after his own death his wife and a daughter were buried there. This play of his own be it remembered was one he had written while still quite young, and one of which he was most undoubtedly ashamed for although frequently in the greatest straits he never tried to realize what its copyright would have brought him.
In addition to this the striking climax of one play bears a resemblance extremely superficial to the striking climax of the other. In each case a murderer visits the deadbody of the mistress whose death he had caused. In Hamlet and in Lear, two persons originally sane, become insane, but I say the post-mortem visit of Francisco in the Duke of Milan bears no greater resemblance to that of the tyrant in The Tyrant than the madness which caused Lear to pluck the hair of his head bears to the madness which caused Ophelia to pluck off the petals of a margarite. If this be a problem to be decided by the arbitrament of authority Mr. Furnivall's decision I can off-set by that of Tieck who in his day was a man of some weight and authority.
Mr. Furnivall is peculiarly unhappy in his demonstrations. Indeed it seems as if in his case the images which are cast inverted upon the retina of the eye fail to assume their proper posture on entering the mind. Identity of name argues diversity of person, resemblance in plays ' argues different authorship. It would be useless to repeat the overwhelming mass of evidence which goes to show that the play which sir Geo. Buck so cavalierly dubbed the second Maydens Tragedy was The Tyrant of Massinger. Although the most forcible facts can not pillar up an unsound proposition the most forcible arguments will tend to establish the truth of the hypothesis whose validity they were designed to attack, if only the hypothesis be true. Mr. Furnivall's objection adds to the weight of the testimony already adduced by me in my dissertation.
I now come to the grain of wheat. Mr. Furnivall's objection against my conjecture on page 64 is in one point well founded.
He says, ' with reference to Mr. Phelan's statement on p. 64, I may aay that the Mss. of the Tyrant (Lansd. 807) and of Massinger's short poem Sero sed Serio (Royal 18. A. 20) , are both in scribes' hands; that Massinger only signed the latter poem; and that in the opinion of the keeper of the Mss. at the British Museum, none of the alterations, in the Tyrant is in Massinger's hand*. 1 can offer no better defence to these remarks than by here repeating the passage alluded to. 'The author imagines he has possibly discovered a key for that most intricate problem, in what plays Massinger and Fletcher wrote together? The Ms. of f The Tyrant' as now preserved in the British Museums 2 , has experienced many interlineations and changes. These changes are mostly in a different handwriting from that in which the play is written itself. By comparing the handwriting in which the play is written with Massinger's known handwriting, one can not fail to recognize the resemblance. The changes -in whose handwriting are they? They must have been made at the time when Massinger was writing with Fletcher. They were doubtless made by the latter. 1 do not know wtoat Mae. oV Massinger and Fletcher are still extant. But by a careful comparison of the handwritings in 'The Tyrant' with those of the Mss. which we still have, one could, without doubt, arrive at some gratifying result.
It will be seen that 1 have made no ' statement' 1 say 'The author imagines he has possibly discovered a key. ..'; a statement would have been, * the author has discovered a key ... On the contrary 1 throw 1 Mr. Ward had already pointed out what slight resemblance does in fact exist between the scenes in the two plays; this 1 pointed out iu my dissertation note page 49. The resemblance is just such as would naturally lead us to suppose the one had possibly suggested the other. 2 The Ms. of Massinger's 'Sero sed Serio' is in the British Museum Royal Mss. XVI11. A 20, and from this we learn his autograph and handwriting, bee autographs J. E. Nichols. London 1829.
PHELAN,
this out merely as a suggestion. I lirst wrote it as a footnote to the section in which I discuss Massinger's and Fletcher's collaboration. Fearing however to give it too much prominence by inserting it in the body of uiy dissertation, I placed it last. It will be seen that I arrive at the conclusion that 'The Tyrant' is in Massinger's handwriting by comparing it with the Sero sed Serio lines, which I thought had been written and signed by Massinger. I have all due respect for the opinion of the keeper of the Mss. at the British Museum that 'none of the alterations in the Tyrant is in Massinger's hand', but contrary to Mr. Furnivall's belief that opinion docs not apply to me. 1 have occasion hereafter to allude to my belief that Mr. Furnivall wrote his strictures on my articles after a very cursory and incomplete perusal. I have nowhere stated that any of the alterations in the ms. of'The Tyrant' were in Massinger's handwriting. On the contrary I say 'The changes -in whose handwriting are they? They must have been made at the time when Massinger was writing with Fletcher. They were doubtles made by the latter'. That may be as inaccurate as the other, but it proves how carelessly Mr. Furnivall read my article. I take for granted that Mr. Furnivall would not assert as a positive fact that Massinger had not transcribed the copy of his Sero sed Serio poem, now in the British Museum, unless he had evidence which would place all reasonable doubt at rest. Such being the case, my hopes of having found a key to the above-mentioned intricate problem are of course vain. Mr. Furnivall admits that Massinger signed the Sero sed Serio poem. It will be seen as stated above that I arrive at the conclusion that Massinger had written the Ms. of 'The Tyrant' by comparing it with the Ms. of the poem. To imagine that an author had written what he had affixed his name to, appears to me a very venial error.
Before closing I should wish to make a remark on the unfairness of Mr. Furnivall's article. I introduce Dr. Elze's name to point out, before reviewing the tone of Mr. FurnivalPs strictures on me, the maner of his criticism. I do not wish to institute any comparison between Dr. Elze and Mr. Furnivall nor do 1 imagine I am doing so when I name the former a* in every reepect the equal of the latter. Nevertheless Mr. Furnivall's remarks on Dr. Elze are rather to be considered an attack than a criticism. Dr. Elze can afford to do what 1 can not. He has treated it with contempt.
In the the third paragraph, which Mr. Furnivall devotes to Dr. Elze he says: But it does not please Dr. Elze. He looks it out in Halliwell's Provincial Dictionary and because he finds that crest means 4 the rising part of a horse's neck' (surely enough hint for a man who reads poetry) and 'the top of anything', he proposes to emend Dryden's happy crests by the bigger blunter breastsl A lump of putty for the point of a diamond; a featherbed for the edge of a knife! Surely Lord Dundreary's remarks on Birds of a feather flock together have reached Germany'. The ingenuity of the shrewdest would be baffled to detect the exact application which Mr. Furnivall intends should be made of the last sentence above, and the following quotation; still more would it
